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Commissioner for Patents 

This communication is in response to Reply Brief filed on February 14, 2007: 

The reply brief filed on 2/14/2007 has been considered and placed in the file. Applicants arguments are deemed to be not persuasive, 
and that the claims contain broad language that enable the cited rejection. Examiner will respond only to "Point 1": 

In Appeal Brief filed 9/5/2006 applicant argued that McCauley does not teach "a pattern matching process to recognize designated 
component structure subject to alteration in accordance with one or more augmentation files". Examiner responded accordingly in 
Examiners Answer dated 12/14/2006. 

In the Reply Brief, in "Point 1", Applicant is arguing that McCauley does not teach "wherein the pattern matching process 
comprises comparing a given one of the component structures of the retrieved web content to predetermined component structures 
represented by respective tokens in the one or more augmentation files". Particularly applicant states that McCauley does not show 
that "the pattern matching process is between component structures of the retrieved web content and component structures of the 
augmentation file". 

In reply, McCauley does indeed teach this limitation of pattern matching. Firstly, The "component structure of the retrieved web 
content" is equivalent to the HTML tables that are part of the information page (McCauley, column 8 lines 8-12); where the 
information page of McCauley is interpreted as being the "retrieved web content", and where the HTML table of McCauley is 
interpreted as being the "component structure" of the information page. Secondly, the "component structure of the augmentation file" 
is equivalent to the pane renderers that are associated with page renderers (McCauley, column 8 lines 12-17); where the page renderer 
of McCauley is interpreted as the augmentation file, and where the pane renderer is interpreted as the component structure of the page 
renderer. Thirdly, the pattern matching occurs when the page renderer determines that a particular pane renderer matches the HTML 
tables, and then that pane renderer is selected (McCauley, column 8 lines 6-20). 

No further action by the Examiner is necessary, and the case has been forwarded to the Board of Appeals and Interferences. 
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